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WASBSHINGTON, D.C., 2085848

FIL E: B-204888 DATE: July 8, 1982
MATTER QF;: Pacific Horizons Incorporated
OIGEST:

Protest that contracting agency will not follow
specifications for approving materials submitted
and applicator experience requirements will not
be considered by GAO because they are matters of
contract administration rather than conditions

of award,

Pacific Horizons Incorporated (Paclfic) protests
contracts under request for proposal (R¥FP) Nos, DACAB4-
81~-R-0041, -0042, ~-0126 and -0131 issued by the far
East District, U,5. Army Corps of Engineers (Army)
for the maintenance and repair of fawilities, The
protest concerns the roofing portion of the contracts,

Pacific contends that approval was given to ma-
terials for use in the contract under RFP No, DACABA-
81-R-0041 without the submission of required samples
and of the required certificate of conpliance, It
further contends tha* the approved materials do not
conform to all of the minimum physical reguirements
listed in the solicitatlon. Pacific also contends that
the subcontractor appiying the roofing system does
not meet the solicitaticon's experience requirements,
Pacific extends thase contentions to contrac:i under
the other solicitations in the event that the same
materials are also apnroved for use under those

contracts,
The protest is dismissed.

All of the solicitations were for maintenance
and repair work contracts for variouvs real property
facilities, Roofing work constitutas a portion of
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the total work requirements under these solicitations
and Pacific was a potential subcontractor for that
work, Each of the contracts was on a firm fixed-price
basis, with each contractor free to select its sub-
contractors without Government approval,

RFP Nos, DACA84-81-K-0041 (contract number DACA-81-
C-0109) and -0042 (contract number DACA-81-C-0177) set
forth minimum physical requlrements for roofing systems
of polyurethane foam and elastomeric coatings, The speci-
fications required the submission of samples of tche
materials for testing and approval by the contracting
officer and the submission of a certificate from an
approved independent laboratory indicating ccmpliance
with the minimum physical requirements, The specifica-

. tions also required that the roofing system be applied

by an applicator who has satisfactorily applied a
similar roofing system within the l:st year. Both
contracts were awarded prior to the date the protest
was filed.

The other solicitations--RFP No, DACA84-81-R-0126
and ~0131-~contained detailed specifications for the
roofing systemn; the specifications also required approval
by the centracting officer of the materials to he used,
but did not require a certificate of compliance from
an independent laboratory or set minimum experience re-
quirements for the applicator, The Army has postponed
award of a contract under RFP No, -0126 pending decision
of this protest, hut it awarded a contract under RFP
No., 0131 before receiving notice nE the protest,

As we view this protest, its thrust is directed to
the administration of the contracts, and by implication,
to the selection of the roofing subcontractor and the
manufacturer of the roofing materials. WNone of these
matters is reviewable by this Offic2 under our Bid Pro-
test Procedures,

For example, under contracts -0109 and -0177 neither
the sample reguirement, the laboratory certificate,
nor the experience of the roofing subcontractor are
preconditions to the award of the prime contracts—--they
are sinply requirements which must be met prior to
the delivery of the roofing materials and the installa-
tion of the roofs. Similarly, the sample requirements
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and the need to obtain the contracting officer's approval
of them set forth in RFP Nos, ~-0i206 and -0131 are pot
preconditions to the award of the prime contracts, None
of these matters is reviewable by this Office under

our Bid Protest Procedures because they are matters of
contract administration which do not relate to the pro-
priety of the awards, Welch Allyn, B-206193,2, March 2,

1982, 82-1 CPD 187, Ve will, therefore, not consider
them,

The protest is dismissed,

sy @0 G Clane
Harry ‘R. Van Cleve
Acting General Counsel
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